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REMARKS 

Claims 1-21 are pending in this application. Claims 1 and 4-7 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 102 as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 4,707,338 — Spector. Claims 2 and 8-10 have been rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being obvious over Spector in view of U.S. Publication No. 200400331 71 — 
Kvietok et al. Claim 3 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being obvious over Spector in view of 
U.S. Patent 3,192,008-Dwyer. Claims 12-13 and 17-20 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as 
being obvious over Spector in view of Kvietok et ai. Claims 14-16 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
103 as being obvious over Spector in view of Kvietok et al and in further view of Dwyer. Claims 1 1 and 
21 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being obvious over Spector in view of Kvietok et al and 
in further view of U.S. Publication No. 20040037764 — Gau et al. 

All these reasons for rejection are respectfully traversed. Upon entry of the amendments set forth 
above and for the reasons set forth bellow, it is respectfully submitted that all the pending claims in this 
application are now in a condition to be allowed. Review and reconsideration of this application are 
therefore respectfully requested. 

Claim Rejections 35 USC § 102 

Claims 1-8, 10 and 16 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent No. 4,707,338 — Spector. This reason for rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 1 has been amended to recite limitations directed those embodiments of the present 
invention described in the specification in which a sensor is activated by a change in ambient light, 
thereby activating a fan for an indefinite period of time until an "off" signal is generated by another 
change in ambient light. The fan then continues to run for a predetermined period of time only after the 
"off* signal is created. The period of fan activation is therefore comprised of an indefinite period coupled 
with a predetermined period. Such embodiments are described, for example in the Abstract: "When a 
light is turned on ...the fan will be activated ... until the light source is turned off...and only then either 
immediately shut down, or shut down after a predetermined time period." As further set forth in the 
description at page 4, line 29, in such embodiments, *\ ..the fan 120 could run for a predetermined time 
(e.g., five minutes) or for a fixed time after the light source changes again, for example, when a light is 
turned off." 

In contradistinction, it is respectfully submitted that Spector discloses a markedly different device 
in which a change in ambient light generates a signal that activates the fan, but thereafter the fan runs for 
a predetermined period of time that is unvaried regardless of any change in ambient light subsequent to 
the initial activating event. The Examiner's attention is directed to Spector, col. S, lines 17-22 which 
describe the relay circuit that govern this aspect of the disclosed device. Applicant also notes the Office 
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Action's reference to "wavelengths" in the paragraph bridging pages 2-3 and notes that Spector never 
uses the term '"wavelength" but it is understood by this that Spector senses change in ambient light 
intensity. 

In order to anticipate a claim, a prior art reference must expressly contain each and every 
limitation of the claimed subject matter. See, e.g., EMI Group, Inc. v. Cypress Semiconductor Corp., 268 
F.3d 1342, 1350 (Fed. Cir. 2001). The present invention is directed to a system in which a fan is 
deactivated after running for an indefinite time, although there is a predetermined time that the fan 
continues to run (either immediately or some fixed period) after a deactivation signal is created, i.e., when 
a signaling event is sensed. 

Claim 1, as amended, clearly and positively recites this feature of the invention, and for this 
reason alone, Spector does not anticipate claim 1 . Claims 4 and 6-? depend from claim 1 and for the 
same reason are not anticipated. Therefore, this reason for rejection should be withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections 35 USC § 103 

Claims 2 and 8- 1 0 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03 as being obvious over Spector in 
view of U.S. Publication No. 20040033 171— Kvietok et al. This reason for rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 

Claims 2 and 8-10 depend from claim 1, and for the reasons set forth above, claim 1 has been 
demonstrated to be patentably distinct from Spector, the sole reference asserted against its patentability* 
Therefore, all claims depending from this novel and non-obvious claim should also be found to be 
allowable. 

Moreover, claim 10 has been amended to include the limitations of claim 1 1 directed to a 
micropump and electro spray device, which is not disclosed or suggested by the asserted combination of 
references. For this additional reason, the rejection of claim 10 should be withdrawn. 

Claim 3 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being obvious over Spector in view of U.S. 
Patent 3,192,008— Dwyer. This reason for rejection is respectfully traversed. 

CJaim 3 depends from claim 1, and for the reasons set forth above, claim 1 has been demonstrated 
to be patentably distinct from Spector, the sole reference asserted against its patentability. Dwyer is cited 
as disclosing placing the fragrance beneath the fan, but does not disclose or suggest the aspects of the 
invention set forth above that distinguish claim I from Spector and therefore does not cure the 
deficiencies of Spector. Therefore, this claim depends from this novel and non-obvious claim and should 
also be found to be allowable over the asserted combination of references. 

Claims 12-13 and 1 7-20 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03 as being obvious over Spector 
in view of Kvietok et al. This reason for rejection is respectfully traversed. 
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As discussed above with reference to claim 1, Spector does not disclose or suggest a device in 
which a sensor is activated by a change in conditions, thereby activating a fan for an indefinite period of 
time until an "off' signal is generated by another change in conditions. The fan then continues to run for 
a predetermined period of time only after the "ofP signal is created. With regard to claim 12, as with 
claim 1, the period of fan activation is therefore comprised of an indefinite period coupled with a 
predetermined period. This type of system is neither disclosed nor suggested in Spector. Kvietok et al. 
does not cure this deficiency of Spector and is cited as disclosing a motion sensor. Thus, even if Spector 
and Kvietok et aJ. were combined, the resulting system would not render the present invention defined by 
claim 12, as amended, obvious. 

Claims 14-16 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03 as being obvious over Spector in view of 
Kvietok et al and in further view of Dwyer. This reason for rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claims 14-16 depend from claim 12, and for the reasons set forth above, claim 12 has been 
demonstrated to be patentably distinct from Spector, the sole reference asserted against its patentability. 
Dwyer is cited as disclosing placing the fragrance beneath the fan, but does not disclose or suggest the 
aspects of the invention set forth above that distinguish claim 12 from Spector in view of Kvietok et al. 
and therefore does not cure the deficiencies of the combination. Therefore, ail claims depending from this 
novel and non-obvious claim should also be found to be allowable. 

Claims 1 1 and 21 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as being obvious over Spector in 
view of Kvietok et al. and in further view of U.S. Publication No. 2004003 7764— Gau et al. This reason 
for rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Gau is cited as disclosing a micropump and electro spray, but does not disclose or suggest the 
aspects of the invention set forth above that distinguish claim 1 or claim 12 from Spector in view of 
Kvietok et al. and therefore does not cure the deficiencies of the combination, even if that reference is 
combined with Kvietok et al. Therefore, all claims depending from this novel and non-obvious claim 
should also be found to be allowable over the asserted combination of references. 

This aspect of the present invention is described at page 5 of the specification: 

...a "burst" mode of operation is provided — by providing a microprocessor to control 

the operation of the fan ... a microprocessor is utilized to its fullest advantage by incorporating a 

micro pump into the reservoir described above and driving the pump at a first frequency, and 

simultaneously driving an atomizing device such as an electro sprayer at a second frequency. 

Claims 1 1 and 21 have cancelled, however, claims 10 and 20 have been amended to include, 
respectively, the limitations of claims 1 1 and 21 . Therefore, this reason for rejection will be addressed by 
reference to amended claims 10 and 20. At the outset, Applicant notes that claims 10 and 20 depend, 
respectively, from claim 1 and 12, which have been shown to be patentably distinct from the asserted 
combination of over Spector in view of Kvietok et al. Gau does not cure the deficiencies of this 
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combination and for the reasons set forth above, neither claim as amended would have been obvious in 
view of the asserted combination of references for this reason alone. 

Moreover, it is respectfully submitted that the proposed combination of references is improper. 
There is no teaching or suggestion in any of the references of the desirability of the proposed 
combinations asserted in the Office Action. Such a teaching is necessary if references are to be combined 
to assert that a claim is obvious, in fact the opposite is true. Neither Spector nor Kvietok et at. disclose 
or suggest the desirability of creating a ''burst" of fragrance volatilized by a second mechanism, while 
Gau merely discloses using a fen to disperse the droplets created by an aerosolizing device, and does not 
disclose or suggest volatilization by the fan itself. Thus, each reference actually teaches away from the 
proposed combination, leading to the conclusion that neither claim 10 or 20 would have been obvious. 
Summary 

None of these references, alone or in any permissible combination teach the combination of 
features recited in independent claims 1 and 12. Therefore none of these references suggest their 
combination or modification. For this additional reason, neither of these claims nor any dependent claims 
would have been obvious. 

Finally, Applicant respectfully directs the Examiner's attention to the filing date of Kvietok et al. 
is April 16, 2003, and notes that the filing date of the present application is October 9, 2003, about six 
months later. If the amendments submitted herewith are judged not sufficient to distinguish this reference 
on the merits, Applicant reserves the right to submit a Declaration pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 1.131 to 
remove this reference from further consideration. 
Conclusion 

For all these reasons, it is respectfully submitted that the present application, including the 
amendments set forth above and the additional materials submitted herewith, is now in a condition to be 
allowed. Notice to this effect is earnestly solicited. 
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Respectfully submitted, 






Albert T. Keyack (. 
Reg. No. 32,906 
Attorney for Applicant 
(215)738-5925 



Dated: June 10,2005 



I, Albert T. Keyack Registration No. 32,906 hereby certify that this 
correspondence is being transmitted via facsimile arkVor First Class 
mail with sufficient postage addressed to the Commissioner of Patents 
and Tiadernart/s, on June 1 0,J 




Albert T. Keyack 
Reg. No. 32,906 
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